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Abstract 
With the phenomenal spread of English as global lingua franca, the need for a mastery of this language for educational and/or
professional purposes has heightened. English as a foreign language (EFL) and English as a second language (ESL) programs
now emphasize the students' development skills, especially in L2 English writing. This study aimed at finding out the effect of 
two writing types, namely, narrative and cause - effect, on fluency, complexity and accuracy of Iranian EFL learners' writing 
across proficiency. Based on a placement test, 60 participants out of 100 learners were randomly selected based on their 
proficiency and assigned into two groups (i.e., intermediate and advanced, 30 learners in each group).All the participants wrote 2 
argumentative compositions individually in 2 subsequent sessions. in order to find out the possible effects of each activity on 
fluency, complexity and accuracy, the researchers analyzed the compositions quantitatively through a series of two- way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) .The results were significant in the measures of complexity and fluency in T - unit numbers but not in 
accuracy and fluency regarding word number and clause number across proficiency. 
© 2014 Kuhi, Asl Rsouli, and Deylami. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Selection and peer-review under responsibility of Urmia University, Iran. 
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1. Introduction 
  Writing a paragraph may be the most difficult task for some students of foreign languages. Through the act of
writing itself, ideas are explored, clarified,  and  reformulated  and,  as  this process     continues, new ideas suggest  
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themselves and become assimilated into the developing pattern of thought. Understanding that writing may be 
recursive, non-linear, and convoluted, writers are able to modify or even discard chunks of discourse or original 
plans as they review their writing, reconsider its function, and distance themselves from it in order to meet their 
readers’ expectations (Zamel, 1983, p. 166). Writing paragraphs allows learners to employ their linguistic resources. 
They need to know more about whether the experience of wring on a particular type leads to better writing and to 
opportunities to learn from the errors they make. 
 
     Studies on writing suggest that linguistic fluency is an important factor in writer's abilities to manipulate sentence 
structures in order to produce comprehensible texts. L1 writing theories indicate that working memory limitations 
play an important role in formulation. Therefore, improving linguistic fluency presumably frees working memory 
space and allows the writer to devote more attention to meaning-related problems. A major problem for developing 
writing fluency is thinking in another language and translating into English. Another problem is worrying about 
grammatical correctness while you write. (Wolfe-Quintero, K., Inagaki, S., & Kim, H. 1998). 
 
     By providing nonthreatening but challenging writing experiences for students, we are enabling them to develop 
confidence in the writing abilities they already have as they demonstrate--for self as well as teacher--the syntactic 
fluency they have been developing through a lifetime of using and listening to their native tongue. Very few if any 
of them could explain that they are putting words together in the patterns that create meaning; and as they fill the 
empty pages, they would be unable to name the kinds of verbal constructs they're using to express their thoughts. 
But they are indeed demonstrating that they have already mastered the basic grammatical structures they need for 
writing and the writing we're asking them to do is enabling them to develop more fluency (Raimes, A. 1987). 
 
     In particular, factors that cause problems in L2 writing entail the purpose, organization, and positioning of text 
(Paltridge, 2004; Roca de Larios, J. R., Murphy, L., & Marin, J.2002.,) and learners’ perceptions of their audience( 
Casanove, 2004 ; Johns, 1997; Paltridge, 2004). Therefore, it is crucial to study learners’ writing processes, in 
particular, the planning process, and identify what learners do to cope with difficulties in the writing process due to 
their lack of competence in L2writing. Furthermore, research on how the planning process affects learners’ final 
written products is needed.  Zamel (1983) investigated the writing processes of proficient ESL learners, based on 
interviews and analyses of their written works. The eight ESL participants in Zamel’s study were asked to report 
their writing experiences and behaviors. Different stages of writing processes were examined to determine whether 
learners’ compositions reflected their writing experiences. Her research results suggested that skilled L2 writers 
essentially perceived a number of key components in their writing: sense of audience, recursive and nonlinear 
natures of the writing processes, and proper management of discourse levels. Raimes (1987) provided more detailed 
information on unskilled L2 writers than Zamel’s (1983) study. Raimes examined ESL learners at different levels in 
order to compare a wide rage of their composing behaviors with native speakers and to describe writing strategies 
thorough think-aloud protocols. Her research finding suggested thatL1 and L2 writers are similar in that both writers 
have constraints on the act of composing itself. 
 
      Franken and Haslett (2002) concentrated on the effect of interactions in L2 writing conditions. As such, they 
conducted an experiment exploring the effects of interaction on the rhetorical features of summary writing as well as 
argumentative writing.. The results depicted that interaction with a peer had specific effects on the texts that the 
writers produced. The findings also revealed that working individually results in significantly higher mean scores for 
linguistic accuracy and complexity in a summary writing task. Moreover, the findings implied that interaction with a 
peer is more effective in argumentative writing tasks where learners are required to have more specific domain 
knowledge in order to generate ideas and support their ideas as well.  
The following six research questions are presented: 
1) Does narrative type of writing have any effect on complexity across proficiency? 
2) Does narrative type of writing have any effect on fluency across proficiency? 
3) Does narrative type of writing have any effect on accuracy across proficiency? 
4) Does cause & effect type of writing have any effect on complexity across proficiency? 
5) Does cause & effect type of writing have any effect on fluency across proficiency? 
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6) Does cause & effect type of writing have any effect on accuracy across proficiency?       
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                   
2. Method 
 
2.1. Participants: 
 
     The initial sample of this study included 60 female students between the ages of 16 and 20 in one of the 
institutions in Iran called Iran Language Institution. By means of an in-house placement test and the First Certificate 
in English writing paper of an argumentative nature, 60 homogenous participants out of a pool of 100 learners were 
randomly assigned equally into two writing classes across intermediate and advanced proficiency levels.  
 
2.2. Instruments: 
 
 For data collection purpose, the following instruments were used: 
1. An in-house placement test: The test including questions on grammar, vocabulary, and reading comprehension at 
Iran Language Institute was used to place students in classes with appropriate proficiency level.  
2. The First Certificate in English writing: Students were asked to write a paper of an argumentative nature in 40 
minutes to select homogeneous samples. 
 
2.3. Procedure: 
 
     The study was conducted at a famous institute called Iran Language Institute in Urmia, Iran. In the beginning of 
the study, based on a placement test, 60 participants out of 100 learners were randomly selected based on their 
proficiency and were assigned into two groups (i.e., intermediate and advanced, 30 students in each group). All the 
groups wrote 2 argumentative compositions individually in 2 subsequent sessions. In order to find out the possible 
effects of each activity (narrative or cause and effect,) on fluency, complexity and accuracy, the researcher analyzed 
the compositions quantitatively through a series of a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). 
 
     In order to determine whether there are any identifiable differences in the writings completed by the learners 
working individually, the writings were analyzed for fluency, complexity and accuracy. This was done by 
calculating the length of each essay in words and then dividing the written work into T- units and clauses, and 
identifying dependent clauses. Fluency was measured in terms of the average number of words, T-units and clauses 
per text. Complexity was measured through proportion of clauses to T units, which Foster and Skehan (1996), based 
on their previous research, conclude is a reliable measure, correlating well with other measures of complexity. A 
further measure was going to be used was the percentage dependent clauses to all clauses, which measured the 
degree of embedding in a text (Wolfe-Quintero et al., 1998). Accuracy was measured by global units expressed in 
terms of the proportion of error-free T-units of all T-units (EFT/T) and error-free clauses of all clauses (EFC/C). 
Errors in lexis (word choice) were included only when the word used obscures meaning. All errors in spelling and 
punctuation were ignored. 
 
2.4. Design: 
 
     In this study the dependent variables are fluency, accuracy, and complexity and independent variable is type of 
writing and the moderator is proficiency level. Students were  randomly  assigned into 2 groups based on the ILI 
placement test one intermediate group & one advanced group.      
 
3. Results 
 
          Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on fluency regarding word 
number. 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing on Fluency (Word Number) 
Dependent Variable: Fluency, Words Number   
proficiency type Mean Std. Deviation N 
advanced narrative 1.4306 .24797 15 
Cause-effect 1.3817 .25046 15 
Total 1.4061 .24688 30 
intermediate narrative 1.4683 .31664 15 
Cause-effect 1.4361 .27318 15 
Total 1.4522 .29191 30 
Total narrative 1.4494 .28095 30 
Cause-effect 1.4089 .25977 30 
Total 1.4292 .26943 60 
 
     According to the mean scores, narrative group did not significantly outperform cause-effect group across proficiency 
regarding word number (see Table 1.1). 
 
Table 1.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Fluency, Word Number      
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model .069a 3 .023 .308 .819 .013 
Intercept 147.061 1 147.061 1.967 .000 .967 
proficiency .038 1 .038 .512 .477 .007 
type .030 1 .030 .396 .531 .006 
prof * type .001 1 .001 .017 .898 .000 
Error 5.085 74 .075    
Total 152.215 78     
Corrected Total 5.154 77     
a. R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = -.030) 
 
     A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on fluency regarding word number. There was not a statistically significant main effect for proficiency [F 
(1, 74) =.51, p=.47> .05]; Moreover, there was not a statistically significant main effect for writing type [F (1, 74) = 
.39, p=.53> .05]. The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =.01, p=.89] did not reach statistical significance. 
     Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on fluency regarding clause number. 
 
Table 2:  Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing on Fluency (Clause Number) 
 
      
 
 
 
 
      
 
According to the mean scores, narrative group did not significantly outperform cause-effect group across 
proficiency regarding clause number (see Table 2.1). 
Dependent Variable: Fluency, Clause Number   
proficiency type Mean Std. Deviation N 
advanced narrative 35.0050 22.51019 15 
Cause-effect 28.7333 17.63338 15 
Total 31.8692 20.18059 30 
intermediate narrative 30.9928 13.97001 15 
Cause-effect 26.0928 8.09157 15 
Total 28.5428 11.52250 30 
Total narrative 32.9989 18.57546 30 
Cause-effect 27.4131 13.58751 30 
Total 30.2060 16.40165 60 
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Table 2.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Fluency, Clause Number      
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 769.262a 3 256.421 .951 .421 .040 
Intercept 65692.855 1 65692.855 243.69
5 
.000 .782 
proficiency 199.168 1 199.168 .739 .393 .011 
type 561.628 1 561.628 2.083 .153 .030 
prof* type 8.467 1 8.467 .031 .860 .000 
Error 18330.751 74 269.570    
Total 84792.867 78     
Corrected Total 19100.013 77     
a. R Squared = .040 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
 
    A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on complexity regarding percentage of dependent clauses of total clauses. There was not a statistically 
significant main effect for proficiency [F (1, 74) =.73, p=.39 > .05]; Moreover, there was not a statistically 
significant main effect for writing type [F (1, 74) = 2.08, p=.15 > .05]. The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =.03, p=.86] 
did not reach statistical significance. 
 
     Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on fluency regarding T-unit 
 
Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing on Fluency (T-unit Number) 
Dependent Variable: Fluency, T-unit Number   
proficiency type Mean Std. Deviation N 
advanced narrative 16.1579 5.56041 15 
cause-effect 13.5789 4.40096 15 
Total 14.8684 5.11580 30 
intermediate narrative 11.6500 4.31978 15 
cause-effect 9.8500 3.23265 15 
Total 10.7500 3.87464 30 
Total narrative 13.8462 5.40243 30 
cause-effect 11.6667 4.23850 30 
Total 12.7564 4.94695 60 
 
   According to the mean scores, advanced and narrative groups outperformed inter-mediate and cause-effect groups 
regarding T-unit number. A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to check whether these differences were 
significant (see Table 3.1). 
 
Table 3.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Fluency, T-unit Number      
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 426.114a 3 142.038 7.208 .000 .226 
Intercept 12789.504 1 12789.504 649.010 .000 .898 
proficiency 330.530 1 330.530 16.773 .000 .185 
type 93.418 1 93.418 4.741 .033 .060 
prof * type 2.956 1 2.956 .150 .700 .002 
Error 1458.258 74 19.706    
Total 14577.000 78     
Corrected Total 1884.372 77     
a. R Squared = .333 (Adjusted R Squared = .304) 
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     A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on fluency regarding T-unit number. There was a statistically significant main effect for proficiency [F 
(1, 74) =16.73, p=.00]; and the effect size was large (partial eta squared=.18). The mean score of advanced group 
(M=13.57, SD=5.11) was higher than intermediate one (M=9.85, SD=3.23). Moreover, there was a statistically 
significant main effect for writing type [F (1, 74) = 4.74, p=.03]; and the effect size was large (partial eta 
squared=.06). The mean score of narrative group (M=13.84, SD=5.40) was higher than cause-effect one (M=11.66, 
SD=4.23). The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =.15, p=.70] did not reach statistical significance. Table 4 shows 
descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on complexity regarding proportion of clauses to T-
units. 
 
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing on Complexity (Proportion of 
Clauses to T-units) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
 
 
 
     According to the mean scores, advanced and cause-effect groups outperformed inter-mediate and narrative groups 
regarding proportion of clauses to T-units. A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to check whether 
these differences were significant (see Table 4.1). 
 
Table 4.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Complexity, Proportion of Clauses to T-
units 
     
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 476.611a 3 158.870 4.579 .005 .157 
Intercept 1813.658a 3 604.553 1.633E3 .000 .957 
proficiency 215559.992 1 215559.992 9.021 .004 .109 
type 1190.862 1 1190.862 4.563 .036 .058 
prof * type 602.345 1 602.345 .201 .655 .003 
Error 26.524 74 26.524    
Total 9769.153 78     
Corrected Total 226463.224 77     
a. R Squared = .319 (Adjusted R Squared = .289) 
 
      A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on fluency regarding clause number. There was a statistically significant main effect for proficiency [F 
(1, 74) =9.02, p=.00]; and the effect size was large (partial eta squared=.10). The mean score of advanced group 
(M=56.49, SD=11.44) was higher than intermediate one (M=48.67, SD=11.92). Moreover, there was a statistically 
significant main effect for writing type [F (1, 74) =4.56, p=.00]; and the effect size was large (partial eta 
squared=.05). The mean score of cause-effect group (M=55.25, SD=11.29) was higher than narrative one (M=49.72, 
SD=12.71). The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =.201, p=.65] did not reach statistical significance. 
 
    Table 5 shows descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on complexity regarding percentage 
of dependent clauses of total clauses.                                                      
 
Dependent Variable: Complexity, Proportion of Clauses to T-
units 
  
proficiency type Mean Std. Deviation N 
advanced narrative 53.1326 6.01287 15 
cause-effect 59.8589 14.45735 15 
Total 56.4958 11.44064 30 
intermediate narrative 46.4820 16.31871 15 
cause-effect 50.8750 3.94967 15 
Total 48.6785 11.92830 30 
Total narrative 49.7221 12.71287 30 
cause-effect 55.2518 11.29169 30 
Total 52.4869 12.26483 60 
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing  on Complexity (Percentage of 
Dependent Clauses of Total Clauses) 
 
 
 
 
  
    
     
 
 
 
 
 
     According to the mean scores, advanced and cause-effect group outperformed inter-mediate and narrative group across 
proficiency regarding percentage of dependent clauses of total clauses. A two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) was 
employed to check whether these differences were significant (see Table 5.1). 
 
Table 5.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Accuracy, Percentage of Error-free T-units      
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 21442.330a 3 7147.443 14.606 .000 .392 
Intercept 407802.331 3 407802.33 833.361 .000 .925 
proficiency 6903.321 1 6903.321 14.107 .000 .172 
type 12260.997 1 12260.997 25.056 .000 .269 
prof * type 2278.013 1 2278.013 4.655 .034 .064 
Error 33275.553 74 489.346    
Total 462520.214 78     
Corrected Total 54717.883 77     
a. R Squared = .392 (Adjusted R Squared = .365) 
 
     A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on accuracy regarding percentage of error-free T-units. There was a statistically significant main effect 
for proficiency [F (1, 74) =14.10, p=.00]; and the effect size was large (partial eta squared=.17). The mean score of 
advanced group (M=85.05, SD=14.34) was higher than intermediate one (M=65.46, SD=34.06). Moreover, there 
was a statistically significant main effect for writing type [F (1, 74) = 25.05, p=.00]; and the effect size was large 
(partial eta squared=.26). The mean score of cause-effect group (M=88.30, SD=18.32) was higher than narrative one 
(M=62.20, SD=29.61). The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =4.65, p=.03] reached statistical significance. 
 
  Table 6 shows descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on accuracy regarding percentage of 
error-free T-units. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dependent Variable: Complexity, Percentage of Dependent Clauses of Total 
Clauses 
  
proficiency type Mean Std. 
Deviation 
N 
advanced narrative 77.6261 15.02194 15 
Cause-effect 92.4756 8.99919 15 
Total 85.0508 14.34025 30 
intermediate narrative 46.7928 32.82212 15 
Cause-effect 84.1417 23.94681 15 
Total 65.4672 34.06593 30 
Total narrative 62.2094 29.61969 30 
Cause-effect 88.3086 18.32288 30 
Total 75.2590 27.76102 60 
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Table 6: Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing on Accuracy (Percentage of Error-
free T-units) 
Dependent Variable: Accuracy, Percentage of Error-free T-
units 
  
proficiency type Mean Std. Deviation N 
advanced narrative 55.7895 18.43092 15 
Cause-effect 56.7774 16.50997 15 
Total 56.2834 17.26602 30 
intermediate narrative 53.9450 21.67352 15 
Cause-effect 39.7070 24.21571 15 
Total 46.8260 23.80148 30 
Total narrative 54.8436 19.91615 30 
Cause-effect 48.0233 22.29426 30 
Total 51.4335 21.27958 60 
 
     According to the mean scores, narrative group did not significantly outperform cause-effect group across proficiency 
regarding percentage of error-free T-units (see Table 6.1). 
 
Table 6.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Accuracy, Percentage of Error-free T-units      
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean 
Square 
F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 3779.466a 3 1259.82 2.999 .036 .108 
Intercept 207178.976 1 20717.9 493.1 .000 .870 
proficiency 1742.988 1 1742.98 4.149 .065 .053 
type 855.318 1 855.318 2.036 .158 .027 
prof * type 1129.418 1 1129.41 2.688 .105 .035 
Error 31087.706 74 420.104    
Total 241208.447 78     
Corrected Total 34867.172 77     
a. R Squared = .013 (Adjusted R Squared = -.030) 
     
 A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on complexity regarding proportion of clauses to T-units. There was not a statistically significant main 
effect for proficiency [F (1, 74) =4.14, p=.06> .05]; Moreover, there was not a statistically significant main effect 
for writing type [F (1, 74) = 2.03, p=.15> .05]. The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =2.68, p=.10] did not reach 
statistical significance. 
 
     Table 7 shows descriptive statistics for the impact of proficiency and type of writing on accuracy regarding percentage of 
error-free T-units. 
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Table 7: Descriptive Statistics for the Impact of Proficiency and Type of Writing on Accuracy (Percentage of Error-
free Clauses) 
    
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     According to the mean scores, narrative group did not significantly outperform cause-effect group across proficiency 
regarding percentage of error-free T-units (see Table 7.1). 
 
Table 7.1: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent Variable: Accuracy, Percentage of Error-free 
Clauses 
     
Source Type IV Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Corrected Model 1116.580a 3 372.193 .574 .634 .023 
Intercept 168298.136 1 168298.136 259.7 .000 .778 
proficiency 53.249 1 53.249 .082 .775 .001 
type 765.487 1 765.487 1.181 .281 .016 
prof* type 273.673 1 273.673 .422 .518 .006 
Error 47954.410 74 648.033    
Total 217633.502 78     
Corrected Total 49070.989 77     
a. R Squared = .040 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
 
     A two-way between-groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of writing type and 
proficiency on complexity regarding percentage of dependent clauses of total clauses. There was not a statistically 
significant main effect for proficiency [F (1, 74) =08, p=.77 > .05]; Moreover, there was not a statistically 
significant main effect for writing type [F (1, 74) = 1.81, p=.28 > .05]. The interaction effect [F (1, 74) =.42, p=.51] 
did not reach statistical significance. 
 
4. Discussion and conclusion:    
  The present study investigated the effects of type of writing, namely narrative and cause- effect on complexity, 
fluency and accuracy of L2 written discourse in order to find ways in helping students to increase their writing 
quality. In other word, the research tried to examine the extent to which complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF) of 
written output by EFL learners at different proficiency levels were influenced by manipulating the type of the task. 
Accordingly, the effect of manipulating type of tasks (narrative& cause- effect)on written production in English 
were examined. The findings of this study can help us indicate how the three dimensions of production (CAF) 
compete for attention during L2 task performance across two task types, and their possible interactions 
simultaneously The results didn’t show significant effects of task type on accuracy. In fluency, narrative and 
Dependent Variable: Accuracy, Percentage of Error-free Clauses   
proficiency type Mean Std. Deviation N 
advanced narrative 46.8995 18.27091 15 
cause-effect 44.3795 18.69022 15 
Total 45.6395 18.27495 30 
intermediate narrative 52.3000 31.69348 15 
cause-effect 42.2850 29.53379 15 
Total 47.2925 30.65972 30 
Total narrative 49.6690 25.84270 30 
cause-effect 43.3054 24.55028 30 
Total 46.4872 25.24452 60 
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advanced groups didn’t significantly outperform cause-effect and intermediate groups regarding word number and 
clause number, but advanced and narrative groups outperformed cause-effect and intermediate groups regarding T-
unit number. In accuracy, advanced and cause-effect groups outperformed intermediate and narrative groups 
regarding proportion of clauses to T-units and percentage of dependent clauses of total clauses. In accuracy, 
narrative and advanced groups didn’t significantly outperform cause-effect and intermediate groups regarding 
percentage of error-free T-units and error-free clause. Type of writing has impact on the learners’ writing fluency 
and complexity. There is a difference among the performance of participants possessing different types of 
intelligences and learning styles. The information derived from the study can inspire educators’ innovation in the 
hemisphere of EFL teaching and learning to improve students’ English learning as well as to assist in conquering the 
psychological problems in learning English. 
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